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{
Dear Mr. Siegel: }

The parties. to our correspondence of January 3, 1992
hava received your corraespondence of January 9, 1992 and disagree
seriously with your approach to access. We believe that your
response indicates that the United States Environmental
Protection Agency ("U.S. EPA") doas not recognize a central point
of our letter--until the community accepts that granting access
is not to its detriment, there will be difficulty in securing
access, The community must understand that access can be
divorced from the ultimate step of disrupting residential yards
and that access for purposes of soil sampling will simply help
narrow the area of conccrn.

While you have stated that U.S. EPA has met a
sufficient number of timees with city and community
representatives, our conversations with such representatives
indicate that you are mistaken in your belief. We have been told
by interested parties that very little discussion has occurred
between you and the city, that its citizens are confusaed and
frightened about the cleanup and do not understand how access
fits into cleanup plans. We are further told that your program
has little chance of reaching a significant number of households
short of litigation, but that an appropriate program can be
designed which will reach the citizens. We believe that on such

matters we should defer to area residents. EPA Region § R schr.
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We note that the parties to our January 3, 1992 letter
offered to help U.S., EPA with access. It was a no-strings-
attached offer. During our earlier telephone conversation, you
had requested our vision of how to obtain access, and that is
what we in good faith sent to you. Rather than attempting to
understand the plight of the city and its citizens, the agency
asks that we continue in a strategy which has been unsuccessful
to date, However, talling us what to do will not solve the
problem; only the city and its citizens have the power to
cooperate. Consequently, we cannot provide you with the specific
help you seak.

However, because we raemain interested in forwarding
access, the parties to the earlier letter intend to meet with
city and citizen representgtives and plan an access campaign. Weg
will inform you of the resylts afterward and procead with the
citizens’ plan as their representatives believe warranted.’

As noted, our original proposal was a no-strings-
attached offer; we wera not attempting to procure anything in

zorl SePeturn- for-it. Consequentily, we suggest that any future requests

~

regarding access should carry a less demanding tona.

Yours very truly,
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Dennis P. Reis
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